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198 THE CLASSICAL REVIEW.
ADVERSARIA.
THE corruptions caused by inversion of
the order of letters have been well illustrated
in various brilliant papers by Mr. Housman.
Without being quite so great a believer in
the saving grace of anagram, I agree that
many such corruptions still lie hidden in
our MSS. What has occurred in Herod, i.
82, where (Gaisford's) S gives <rv\Xo)(t<avre
for O~V\\OXI-T£<I>V, or in Eur. Iph. Aul. 623,
where MSS. have 0a/cevets for KaOevSus, has
doubtless occurred in less obvious instances.
In Pind. Nem. v. 43 Mr. Bury reads
'icrdfiun T <u£<xs OLVTOL for rjTOt /«Ta't£aVTa,
adopting 'Icrfl^ oi from Mezger. The correc-
tion is, I venture to think, even better than
Mr. Bury supposed. He calls TJTOI a gloss,
and derives /j.eTai£avTa from fjLoirai^acravTa..
Rather 77 = to- (v. Cobet, Nov. Lect. p. 745),
T = 6 (a corruption equally common), and
7]T0i[i.eT i s a n a n a g r a m o f r j T f i o i r e — ' l O l
re.
Of this kind of error I propose to correct
two instances :—•
Herodotus i. 116. eVct Se inreXeXenrTo 6
fiovKoXos fxovvo'S, fJU>vvu)OevTa <Se avrov e tpero 6
S, KO$€V Xa/3oi. rbv iraiha.
The MSS. vary between /xovvtodevTaSi,
fiovvoiOivra Ta.Se, jiovvtaGivTa Se raSe, a n d
HovvoOev TaSe. There is of course no objec-
tion to Se in apodosis : the objection lies to
such an expression as ' when the herdsman
was left behind alone, Astyages asked him,
being left alone,' Even the ubertas of
Herodotus does not cause style to slop over
quite like that. The MSS. divergences too
are significant. With a view to correction
compare (a) i. 126 a>s Se Traprjcrav aVavTes
l ^ o i r e s TO Trpouprjfiievov, ivOavra 6 KSpo?
irpoeiire K.T.X. (b) i i . 1 7 3 <re yap XPW *v
Opovio crefjLvtp u e ( i v b v 6<OKeovTa K.T.X. (C)
ii. 52, where some MSS. give Koo-jato^ eVres for
Koo-fjHp 8evT£<:. In our passage restore e v 6
for 0 e v and read eirei 8i inreXiXeiirTO 6
JSOVKOAOS ( l o S v o s ( x o u ' v u , iv6 avra S e
K.T.X.
Euripides, Medea 228, 229. .
iv a) ~)<ip t)v JJLOL TravTa yiyviacTKUv
/ca/cicrros av8pG>v iKftefirjX OV/MOS T
With those who consider this passage
sound I feel that I have little common
footing. I do not wonder at the actors of
whom i t is said t h a t , ov <rv/jLTrepi<f>ep6iievoi T<3
Tpo7r<o, they substituted yiyvwovcfts. But
y y s was a poor makeshift. I am per-
suaded that Euripides wrote, not HNMOI
but OlMHN, an(^ that we should read
iv co yap <u //. 77 v iravTa. yiyvuxTKuv /caXcos,
'for he in whom I thought I knew all'
has turned out to be something I did not
think.'
[There may be some who will be willing to
consider further the claims of KIXXUIV for
KaX&s. It is true that ' to know all the
ropes ' is vulgar English, but it may be very
poetical Greek, like so many other nautical
metaphors. Cf. iravra i^Uvai KOXWV. A
Greek sailor who knows every inch of his
ship m i g h t be said •KO.VTO. yiyva>o-Keiv KaXatv,
and there would be nothing awkward in
' transferring ' the expression here.]
Clement of Alexandria p. 592.
TJST; yovv at ywaT/ccs ovBiv IXO.TTOV TU>V
appivtov Ka\ o I K ov p o v <r t KCU Orjpevovo-i, /cat
ras i X
On this passage Cobet observes
EPMH2 1866, i. 513) TTOXXO. ixdr-qv
iv T<3 OlHCOTPOTZI KeKpvfifnivov
ipevvav Kal avi^vivuv aXAots iraptrjfii. In the
Journal of Philology, vol. xv. no. 30, Pro-
fessor J. E. B. Mayor suggests A YT°*V>r«wi
for 01 \<.ovpov(Ti, and, I venture to think,
demonstrates the unlikelihood of the correc-
tion while enlarging the type. A T T ' s n°k
sufficiently akin to 01K on any palaeo-
graphic ground. Moreover avrmipyiai is
apparently too general a word to suit the
6i]pf.vov<ri a n d Troifi,vas <f>vXa.TTOvcn.
Remembering the identity of pronuncia-
tion of -t) and OL, and their constant confusion
in almost all MSS., and remembering further
that the rare word lends itself most easily
to mutilation, I should read oiSev iXarrov
T£>V appiwav cr-q K77 KO p ov ar i Kai Orjpevovari
K.T.X.
oTjKTiKopos (' cleanser of the byre,' and then
in connected senses) is the later form for
the Homeric o-r/KOKopos. I feel tolerably
certain about o-r/Kij/copoCo-t itself, but am in
doubt whether we should still keep Kal and
suppose a genesis of error thus /cat O-7/K(T7/C)-
opovo-i, Kal o-oiKopovo-i, Kal ot/covpowt.
Lucian, Philopseudes 21, p. 49.
Antigonus the doctor says that he has a
bronze figure of Hippocrates ouov irr)xva'io<>
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TO fieyeOos. Af teethe lights are out, this
figure walks all about the house and makes
havoc in the surgery ras irv t^Sas avaTpiiriDV
Kal TO <f>dpfjia.Ka o " u y ^ € ( o v Kal T r) v O v p a v
TTcpiTpiirwv. To mix the drugs and upset
the pill-boxes is, no doubt, a natural enough
proceeding for a mischievous mannikin of a
foot and a half. But how you turn a door
upside down, how a Tn^ucuos could do it
(granting it feasible), and where the special
appropriateness of the fun comes in, I fail
to see. I found also that a class of intelli-
gent undergraduates, with notions of fun
still keen enough, failed equally. What the
mannikin really upset was T 77 v Ovlav
(according to later Greek spelling) or T 77 v
dveiav (as Lucian himself wrote it).
Sophocles, Antigone 2, 3.
ap' olcrO' o TI Zeiis TWV anr' OiSnrou KCLKWV
£jj is antithetic to TEXCI and is played upon
by
It would be needless to travel over the
ground of Prof. Jebb's note and appendix.
So far as the text and existing conjectures
go, his discussion is exhaustive. After much
conscientious effort, however, I find it im-
possible to discover a construction in the
text, and therefore venture to add one to the
conjectures. The error lies (where no one
seems to have looked for it) in Zevs. One
might ask in any case—Why Zeus, and not
the Fates or the Curse 1 Apart from that
objection, it is the word Zeus which admits
of easiest correction. Regarding TeXei as
intransitive (cf. Meet. 1419, Aesch. S.c T.
659, Cho. 1021, Pers. 225), I would read
ap' olcrO' o TI £rj TWV a.7r' OiSiVou KCLKIOV
OTTOLOV ov\l v w I n ^uxraiv reXti;
' Do you know what ill there yet lives
(unspent) of all bequeathed by Oedipus,
which will not find fulfilment on us while yet
we live?' With £ij cf. Ant. 457, 0. T. 482.
Sophocles, Antigone 4-6.
ov8lv yap OVT' dXyeiVGV OVT arrjs aVep
OVT' alcrxpov OVT' arifiov i(r6', OTTOZOV oi
TS>V <TS>V re Ka.fj.u>v OVK OTTIOIT iyi) KaKu>v.
Before I had seen Mr. E. M. Thompson's
transcript of OVT' anys aYep in Prof. Jebb's
appendix, I had convinced myself that OVT'
aV s^ TT i p a p was the true reading. That
transcript greatly confirms iripap. There is
no doubt that the tragedians deliberately
affected rare forms in -ap for poetical tone,
and there is equally no doubt that such forms,
being unknown to copyists, often caused
corruption. In Aesch. Sup2>l. 762 (784
Dind.) I write a-KtTrap and quote
Xv/xap, besides the better known aA
in.rj\ap, tlXap, Oevap, <fec. Treipap is common
enough.
In point of meaning anys Tripap = ' the
ne plus ultra of arq.' Cobet (Nov. Led. pp.
71, 72) gives full illustration of the state-
ment that ' Trepas Graecis est TO CKOIO-TOU
eo-^ aTov, id quod in quaque re exlremwni est.'
Such expressions as Aelian's 'ATTIKLOS rjv
do-(DT(as irepas are by no means the outcome
of late Greek nor of slang.
Sophocles, Antigone 392.
dXX' i) yap EKTOS Kal Trap' iXiriSas XaPa
IOIKIV aiXXy /JLTJKOS oiBkv rjSovfj.
I propose to read KapraveXTriSos for K
and emend
d W rj yap i K T o v K a p T d j / e
Xapa
' the joy which cometh after sheer despair.'
T. G. TUCKER.
VIRGIL, ECL. IV. 60—63.
60. Incipe, parve puer, risu cognoscere
matrem:
61. Matri longa decem tulerunt fastidia
menses;
62. Incipe, parve puer, cui non risere
parentes,
63. Nee deus hunc mensa, dea nee dignata
cnbili est.
I do not think that the conjecture qui
parenti in 62 has received the attention it
deserves. It has recently been put forward
by Bonnell in his Quintilian and is approved
by Benoist in his note on the above
passage.
(1) Though all MSS. agree in cui...
pa/rentes, yet Quintil. (ix. 3, 8) quotes the
line with qui....parentes. Voss (followed by
Conington) supposes that Quintil. found
quoi in his copy and read it qui instead of
cui. But Quintil, must have meant qui,
